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Summary

This booklet provides information from numerousrses which are listed in the
reference section to support the following conduasi

1. It is Minnesota State Policy enacted into la\2@94, to promote
environmental protection including soil erosion tohand water quality
improvement by increasing livestock production.

2. The Minnesota Senate passed a resolution (S§) b2alMay 21 , 2005
on a 57 to 1 vote asking for the residents of Maute to end the feedlot wars and
begin a new era for Minnesota’s livestock produeerd rural residents that is
characterized by peace, love, harmony, and acosptrMinnesota’s diverse
systems of livestock production. It calls for kteck farmers to be good
neighbors and to carefully follow all the rules.allso calls for rural residents to be
good neighbors and accept and support livestoalkuataon in their area.

3. Farms that produce livestock stimulate the esgndirectly through on-
farm employment and the processing of livestockthed products, but also
indirectly through thousands of agribusiness jdlag support this industry. The
livestock business is a very large and importantmanent of Minnesota’s
economy providing at least 177,000 jobs and $Jibbiln economic activity.

4. Each dairy cow produces about $14,000 of econawtivity. The dairy
industry ranks 4th in employment among Minnesatasufacturing industries.

5. American’s spend only 9.2% of their income oodre-the lowest in the
world.

6. To make a living producing Minnesota’s major coodities and make a
net profit of $50,000 per year requires at lea$t0$300 of annual gross farm
revenue. For most farmers this means the farm bssimust grow. Currently
only 12% of Minnesota’s 79,300 farms have grost eamual sales of over
$250,000. Let’s promote farm business growth, r@imtvestment, and especially
livestock production so there can be more prosperitthe farm.

7. Livestock producers have a tremendous oppoyttmitontribute a
multitude of net environmental benefits to Minn@s®water and soil resources,
when they use properly designed facilities, follexisting federal and state
regulations, and implement Best Management Practitesestock production is
good for the environment because there will be dedswater, and phosphorus
runoff, less nitrogen leaching, better soil fetyilibetter control of disease, weeds



and insects, more diversity in the cropping sysiess urban sprawl, better water
guality, more open space, agricultural land presdgrand wildlife habitat
protected.

8. Tremendous improvements have been made in otdmot. Thanks to
research, government regulation, and technologgrachs, modern day livestock
farms are good neighbors. Look at the facts amdt ébe driven by emotion.

9. Parts of the industrialized world are comparé&t Minnesota. The
locations selected have five to twenty-four timesenpeople per square mile than
Minnesota. In all cases they have many times ringstock than Minnesota.

This shows high livestock and high human populaticen peacefully coexist.
Minnesota should try to be more accepting of liwektproduction, even in areas
of higher population density.

10. Minnesotans should try to set this “Not in nackyard!” argument
aside. If everyone succeeded in stopping variooggts it would shut our
country down economically, socially and environnadigt Let’s not be selfish,
let's do what's good for society as a whole.

11. Most of the growth is from family farmers growitheir livestock
enterprise so they can continue making a livinghenfarm, or so they can bring
the next generation into the farm business.

12. We should all strive to be farmer friendly réagrs and neighbor
friendly farmers.

13. Livestock is good for the economy and goodHerenvironment. The
time has come for Minnesotans to step out of tiik slaadows of fighting against
livestock farmers that are growing their businessaoise of a false premise that
livestock is bad for the economy and bad for thérenment. Instead,
Minnesotans should step forthrightly into the btighnshine of enthusiastically
supporting livestock farmers that are growing tleisiness because livestock is
good for the economy and good for the environmafihnesota needs more
livestock.



State of Minnesota Livestock
Production Policy

Minnesota Statutes 2006,

17.844 LIVESTOCK PRODUCTION POLICY.

(a) The policy of the state is to promote livestpeduction on
family farms under a broad range of managemenesysthat are
environmentally sound and meet all legal requireshenall
jurisdictions, including federal, state, countyymo city, and
watershed district requirements.

(b) In order to promote livestock production on fignfarms, state
agencies when appropriate shall, to the extentvalioby law:

(1) Promote the establishment of livestock entsgsrion family
farms;

(2) promote environmental protection and water iggal
improvement through increased livestock productiat results in
controlling runoff through increased acreage of, lp@asture, and small
grains; and

(3) Promote more farms to use agronomically appiediure to
increase the water holding capacity of the soil @matrol erosion.

HIST: 2004 c 254 s 2

Please note: It is Minnesota State Policy to prometenvironmental
protection including soil erosion control and waterquality
improvement by increasina livestock productior




Senate File 1218 Senate Resolution on Livestock Eation
Chief Author:Senator Steve DillgR-Dassel), Lead Republican Senate Agriculture
Committee
Co-Authors: Senator Jim Vickerman (DFL Committee Chairman Senate
Agriculture Committee
Senator Dick Day(R-Owatonna), Senate Minority Leader
Senator Dean Johnsor{DFL-Willmar), Senate Majority Leader
Senator Becky Lourey(DFL-Kerrick), member, Senate Agriculture
Committee

Passed the Minnesota Senate on May 21, 2005 otea#/67-1
S.F. No. 1218, 2nd Engrossment. 84th Legislative Siess(2005-2006) Posted on May 23, 2005

1.1 A memorial resolution

1.2 asking the residents of Minnesota for tolerance of
1.3 different views on animal agriculture production

1.4 practices; making 2005 the year the Minnesota feedlot
1.5 war ended, and marks of the beginning of a new era
1.6 for Minnesota livestock farmers characterized by

1.7 peace, love, harmony and acceptance of diversity

1.8 WHEREAS, Minnesota has a diverse livestock productio
1.9 system; and

1.10 WHEREAS, Minnesota livestock farmers and related

1.11 agricultural processing benefits the state’s econgmy b
1.12 employing over 200,000 people and generating ove
1.13 $28,000,000,000 in economic value to the state; and

1.14 WHEREAS, the “Minnesota feedlot wars” started ardi88b
1.15 and have continued for approximately 20 years; and
1.16 WHEREAS, some have expended time, energy, andcesou

1.17 during the last 20 years that has been channeled into

1.18 criticizing and tearing down someone else’s preferredotheth

1.19 livestock production; and

1.20 WHEREAS, Minnesota has many opportunities fodeass to
1.21 learn about the economic and environmental benefitesfock

1.22 produced on a broad range of diverse systemsngafingm

1.23 pasture to confinement; and

1.24 WHEREAS, high livestock and human populatiozecefully
1.25 coexist in close proximity to each other in mucthefworld,

1.26 such as the United Kingdom, Denmark, the Netherlamnds,

2.1 Lancaster County, Pennsylvania; NOW, THEREFORE,

2.2 BE IT RESOLVED, that 2005 be known as the yeartkeat

2.3 Minnesota feedlot wars ended and that 2005 marksetiiening

2.4 of a new era that is characterized by peace, harmony, lave, an

25 acceptance of diversity with regard to livestock farrimers

2.6 Minnesota.

2.7 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, all Minnesotans shouldgtch

2.8. respectful, encouraging, and appreciative attitude tbwar

2.9 Minnesota livestock farmers.

2.10 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, livestock farmers slibrenew and

2.11 intensify their efforts to be good neighbors amadgstewards

2.12 of our environment by carefully following all federstate,

2.13 and local regulations.

2.14 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, rural residents shaeldew and
2.15 intensify their efforts to be good neighbors, acckept,

2.16 encourage, and support the livestock farmers indhes.

2.17 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that time, energy, agsburces
2.18 could be more productively channeled into promotipgraon’s

2.19 preferred method of livestock production rather theected

2.20 toward criticizing another person’s preferred methio

2.21 livestock production.
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LIVESTOCK IS GOOD FOR
MINNESOTA'S ECONOMY

In 2004 Minnesota farms sold $4.9 billion woofHivestock
and livestock products. The direct and indirecéetfon the
economy is estimated at $27 billion annually and,Q@0

production and processing jobs

Minnesota livestock consumes 25% of Minnesota and
soybean crops.

In 2005 Minnesota ranked 1st in the natiorunkey
production, 3rd in hogs and 6th in dairy cows, iithotal red
meat production, and"dn total livestock production (2005 MN

Agricultural Statistics.)

Ethanol production is very good for Minneso@®nomy.
Livestock production is synergistic with ethanabghuction
because of high protein animal feed bi-productsipced by
ethanol plants. Minnesota currently has 14 ethplaolts
providing 2,600 jobs and adding $600 million to do®nomy.



Dairy Cows are Rural Economic
Development Engines

Joe Conlin, Professor Emeritus, University of Misota, Quality Dairy Management Services
4850 Lakeview Drive, Shoreview, MN 55126

More dairy cows on the Minnesota landscape wilphrelitalize Minnesota’'s
rural communities A recent University of Wisconsin study showsheaow
generates $13,737 of economic activifyhis estimate is supported by a
Minnesota Study in 1993 estimating the impact af oow to be $ 11,671. This
money ripples through the community in the fornjodfs, goods and services
created by a cow. Each cow paid $604 in state @ral taxesn the Minnesota
study and $512 in the Wisconsin study. These estgrare in close agreement in
that 10 years separated the time of the two studies

Minnesota has lost more than 73,000 cows fromaitg$cape since 199@his

has impacted the state’s economic industrial ouipiirt a loss of more than a
billion dollars. The net reduction in state anddloax revenue from the Minnesota
dairy industry over the last 5 year period has beere than $37,000,000. A
modest 1% growth would have added more than $ 0500 in state and local

tax revenue.

Many people in the community benefit from this tgpnpact. These studies
estimated the economic impact from the farm taéiide, production, processing
the farm production sector, the processing seatat,the indirect impact of the
goods and services created by employees of thessdetors. They include the
farm family from milk and animal sales, with thepiders of input goods and
services purchased by the farm, and the dairy-geneg sector which are major
employers and add large value to milk products s€hw/o dairy sectors create
added business activity in the community. Somdeftiusinesses benefiting from
the cow include retail and wholesale trade, restatlivar, personal services,
medical services, banking, insurance, electricalises, housing and real estate.

The total number of jobs supported by the Minnesdaiay industry surpasses the
combined employment of 3-M, Target, and Northweslies. Cows generate
jobs. A 1999 Minnesota study showed the Minnesateydndustry supported
53,595 jobsThe industry employed 44,529 people in dairy pobid,

processing, marketing and supply sectors. Thigedeanother 9,347 jobs through
local spending. It ranks fourth for employment imkksota’s manufacturing
industries (Minnesota Trade and Economic Development, 199@ry nine cows
supported one job in the recent Wisconsin study.




The dairy industry adds $600 million in value torésota’s crops each year.
Minnesota cows convert about 60 million bushelsarh, 5.5 million tons of corn
silage, 2.4 million tons of hay, and 400,000 tohkigh-protein feed to the higher
value product of milk. In times of normal pricelsetadded value benefit of each
$1 of feed converts to $3.69 in value of milk. Madue of each $2.60 bushels of
corn contributes $9.57 to the economic base otdmemunity when marketed as
milk.

Every 1,000 dairy cows within a community contrisiapproximately $2.7
million in farm income, employs 12 people, and us@24 acres of corn and 621
acres of hay. Raising replacements in the commuvould increase this
contribution by $1 million. The purchased servifmsl,000 animals would add
$65,550 in veterinary and breeding, $167,232 iaragt, $63,835 in supplies, and
$58,650 in utilities, $57,600 and insurance, andlP$3B5 in wages.

Cows encourage diversity in cropping systems thindwy or cover forage crops
and sustainable crop rotations. Among domestimailsi, cows are the most
efficient converters of these crops to high qudlityd products. Hay crops
provide protection to easily eroded soils thatfatend in many areas of the state.
Good manure and nutrient management programs userenas a crop nutrient
resource to minimize pollution risks and sustaiihfeetility and structure, thus
reducing dependence on commercial fertilizers. ddiey industry is based on use
of renewable resources and therefore is one dftdte’s most sustainable
economic engines.

1/17/03



The American Food System

American’s spend only 8.7% of their income in tharketplace for food. This is the
lowest percentage in the wordd calculated by the United Nations and the WBddk.

By comparison, spending for food in other majorrdoes as a percentage of income are
as follows: United Kingdom — 12%, Sweden — 14%,nem— 16%, Germany —

18%, Norway — 20%, Ireland — 21%, Mexico — 34%, Blas— 3 8%, India — 5 1%,
Philippines — 55%, and Tanzania-71%.

We also spend a little bit more for our food thribuhe taxes we pay to fund the federal
farm program. This amounts to less than an additi®/2% of our income that is
directly paid to farmers. So the cost on averadghe 8.7% we spend in the marketplace
plus the 2% we pay through our taxes for a tot&l.2¥%o--still the lowest in the world.

In 2003 the federal Farm Program paid MinnesotanEes an average of $32.60/acre.
The amount varies from year to year, based on catitynprices. When prices are high,
the payment is less. When prices are low the payméigher. For this, taxpayers not
only made another small payment for their foody thiso paid the farmer for some
important environmental protection that benefitergene. For example, farmers
enrolled in the Federal Farm Program must pressetiands and control soil erosion.

If they have highly erodible land, they may be iiegghto put in grassed waterways,

buffer strips, terraces, use contour strips, ptaoite hay or pasture, use a no till system or
other management practices to adequately contil@dmsion. In some cases land is
taken out of production and enrolled in the Conaon Reserve Program.

In most of the industrialized world, the taxpayaiso make payments to farmers. For
example, European Union taxpayers pay their farmersverage $320/acre—ten times
the amount paid to Minnesota farmers. In Japarait’ unbelievable $4000/acre.

The American food production, processing and diigtion system is among the best in
the world. It provides an abundance of food thatigh quality, safe, and offered to
consumers at affordable prices.



Farm size necessary to make $50,000 net profit

Information in this section is from the farm managat records for West Central
and Central Minnesota. These records are colleatalyzed, and provided by the
Farm Business Management Program through the Mita&tate College and
University system located at Ridgewater Collegd|iér. Each year about 500
Minnesota family farms are enrolled in this program

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
503 505 505 451 489 500 500
Farms Farms Farms Farms Farms Farms Farms
Average | $306,000| $323,000 $344,000 $327,000 $380,000 $209$458,535
Gross
Income
Average | $62,000 | $56,000 | $38,0000 $50,000 $73,000 $76,000 ,5688
Net
Income
% of 20% 14% 11% 15% 19% 19% 19%
Gross
that's
Net

To net $50,000, you would need at least $300,0@0axs farm revenue.

In 2004, 139 out of 500 farms kept detailed recamsiousehold expenses. On
average they spent $41,000 for total family livexgpenses, including $7,300 for
health care. They also have to pay income an@lkssecurity taxes out of net

profits. The U.S. Census Bureau reports the 2084nhédian household income
was $56,000.

$50,000 is barely enough to meet all expensesufdgnot have off-farm income.

In order for most farmers to make a decent livexpansion and growth are
necessary, especially if a son or daughter joiadtisiness.
The following seven pages show the average praaluctyst, gross revenue, and
net profit by enterprise, including the averageprefit for the past 10 years for

the 500 farmers in this farm management prograroh page provides
information on a major crop. Look at the bottomeath page for the summary.
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OWNED RENTED
Corn -2005 Average Low High Average Low High
MnSCU West Central FBM 2005 204 55 65 473 87 84
Acres 120.77 78.97 148.29 203.83 166.83 316.25
Yield per Acre 174.97 137.08 189.35 173.2 151.95 186.24
Operations Share of Yield % 100 100 100 100 100 100
Value per Unit $1.99 $1.90 $2.08 $2.01 $1.88 $2.10
Crop Product Return per Acre $348.13 $260.93 $393.67 $348.99 $286.05 $391.67
Miscellaneous Income per Acre $52.27 $38.64 $68.15 $47.81 $20.30 $68.77
Gross Return per Acre $400.40 $299.57 $461.82 $396.79 $306.35 $460.44
Direct Expense per Acre
Seed 48.29 46.79 47.99 48.34 49.25 47.63
Fertilizer 62.51 59.68 58.41 64.75 63.67 61.62
Chemicals 22.62 26.83 17.89 21.82 28.35 19.56
Crop Insurance 9.82 13.37 8.94 9.97 11.50 8.11
Drying Fuel 16.07 9.69 14.47 15.55 15.14 16.81
Fuel and Oil 20.05 21.26 19.16 20.00 21.56 20.15
Repairs 24.81 31.29 22.86 22.45 26.62 22.30
Custom Hire 4.59 4.10 2.64 4.11 5.73 2.85
Land Rent - - - 81.98 81.59 79.21
Hauling and Trucking - - - 0.60 0.44 0.14
Marketing 0.74 3.73 0.35 - - -
Operating Interest 5.88 5.49 5.93 7.37 8.76 5.30
Miscellaneous 1.50 1.29 0.78 1.43 2.68 0.95
Total Direct Expense $218.02 $230.40 $199.43 $298.79 $315.91 $284.64
Return over Direct Expense $182.38 $69.17 $262.39 $98.01 ($9.56) 175.80
Overhead Costs per Acre
Custom Hire 1.03 1.42 0.57 1.20 0.91 0.42
Hired Labor 7.09 9.45 6.65 7.27 8.64 8.67
Machinery & Building Leases 2.72 3.89 3.70 4.43 4.41 4.43
Real Estate Taxes 9.30 7.80 9.93 - - -
Farm Insurance 5.40 4.92 5.08 4.94 5.77 5.42
Utilities 3.76 3.54 3.53 3.44 3.84 3.87
Dues & Professional Fees 1.62 0.66 1.66 151 1.08 2.02
Interest: Interm/Lg Term Debt 39.87 39.09 39.44 5.69 6.41 5.92
Mach & Bldg Depreciation 26.09 25.90 24.25 22.54 22.04 22.54
Miscellaneous 5.10 5.25 5.66 4.83 5.28 4.03
Total Overhead Expenses $102.00 $101.92 $100.49 $56.15 $59.63 $57.35
Total Expenses $320.02 $332.32 $299.92 $354.94 $375.53 $341.99
Net Return per Acre $80.38 ($32.75) $161.90 $41.86 ($69.19) $118.45
Direct Expense per unit 1.25 1.68 1.05 1.73 2.08 1.53
Total Expense per Unit 1.83 2.42 1.58 2.05 2.47 1.84
Net Return per Unit 0.46 (0.24) 0.86 0.24 0.46 0.64
Break Even Yield per Acre 160.81 174.91 144.19 176.59 199.75 162.85
Estimated Labor Hours per Acre 2.88 4.01 2.14 2.36 3.15 1.79
Labor & Mgmt Charge per Acre 27.23 35.41 22.52 25.76 30.64 20.80
Net Return over Labor & Mgmt 87.09 (40.41) 176.61 54.25 (64.06) 140.18
Government Payments 33.94 27.75 37.23 38.15 35.77 42.53
Net Return with Government Payments 114.32 (5.00) 199.13 80.01 | (33.42) | 160.98
Net Return Per Acre (owned) Net Per Acre (Owned)
Year Gr. Return T. Costs Net
1996 $271 $245 $26 $100
1997 $299 $257 $42 10 year average net $80
1998 $276 $259 $17 return/acre of corn: $60 -
1999 $278 $260 $18 $28 + $25 government $40 _
o m o wm @ || payment=ssvlacre || s [ 1
2002 $342 $273 ($71) Acres required to net $0 b 1 |:| =200 A AL
© N~ 0 O N ™ S W
= < D D D D O o O o O
2003 $325 $279 $46 $50,000 = 94 acres 018 & § & 8 é 88 88
2004  $326 $304  $23 (%40)1
2005 $400 $320 $80 ($60)




OWNED RENTED
Soybean -2005 Average Low High Average Low High
MnSCU West Central FBM 2005 261 49 45 473 72 95
Acres 128.26 101.04 153.64 203.37 159.16 199.86
Yield per Acre 44.35 30.47 51.5 44.13 33.95 49.27
Operations Share of Yield % 100 100 100 100 100 100
Value per Unit 5.68 5.55 5.82 5.70 5.61 5.85
Crop Product Return per Acre 251.87 168.98 299.89 251.55 190.62 288.31
Miscellaneous Income per Acre 5.13 22.94 2.74 3.81 11.64 4.95
Gross Return per Acre 257.00 191.92 302.63 255.37 202.26 293.26
Direct Expense per Acre
Seed 30.26 33.72 25.60 30.24 31.72 28.12
Fertilizer 5.04 6.09 2.59 5.07 10.38 5.31
Chemicals 20.56 22.04 19.50 19.71 23.58 17.39
Crop Insurance 9.33 10.98 9.08 9.40 11.95 8.55
Fuel and Oil 16.18 18.14 14.72 15.81 16.85 15.85
Repairs 19.86 21.31 18.27 17.95 22.00 15.60
Custom Hire 4.23 4.96 2.46 3.56 7.57 2.04
Hired Labor 1.38 7.54 0.29 0.52 1.85 0.02
Land Rent - - - 79.64 73.35 73.52
Hauling and Trucking 0.47 0.73 - - - -
Operating Interest 4.24 4.66 3.25 5.69 7.13 451
Miscellaneous 1.10 2.52 0.70 1.22 1.93 0.71
Total Direct Expense 112.65 132.69 96.46 188.81 208.31 171.63
Return over Direct Expense 144.35 59.23 206.17 66.55 (6.05) 121.63
Overhead Costs per Acre
Custom Hire 1.00 2.61 0.53 0.81 1.06 0.64
Hired Labor 4.44 3.71 4.24 5.10 4.83 5.89
Machinery & Building Leases 2.20 3.96 1.77 4.10 3.72 4.41
Real Estate Taxes 8.45 9.24 8.77 - - -
Farm Insurance 4.44 4.02 4.86 3.99 3.65 4.20
Utilities 3.05 2.58 3.07 2.84 2.71 3.42
Dues & Professional Fees 1.40 0.72 1.55 1.24 1.80 1.67
Interest: 36.73 41.08 36.19 4.29 4.80 3.57
Mach & Bldg Depreciation 20.11 17.71 18.34 17.39 19.45 16.30
Miscellaneous 3.92 4.86 4.03 3.87 4.59 3.66
Total Overhead Expenses 85.74 90.48 83.36 43.63 46.62 43.76
Total Expenses 198.39 223.17 179.81 232.44 254.93 215.39
Net Return per Acre 58.61 (31.25) 122.82 22.93 (52.67) 77.87
Direct Expense per unit 2.54 4.36 1.87 4.28 6.13 3.48
Total Expense per unit 4.47 7.33 3.49 5.27 7.51 4.37
Net Return per unit 1.32 (1.03) 2.38 0.52 (1.55) 1.58
Break Even Yield per Acre 34.93 40.21 30.90 40.78 45.44 36.82
Estimated Labor Hours per Acre 2.26 2.77 1.87 1.91 2.48 1.74
Labor & Mgmt Charge per Acre 21.17 21.01 19.97 20.18 24.20 18.27
Net Return over Labor & Mgmt 64.34 (23.48) 126.60 31.20 (45.22) 88.96
Government Payments per Acre 26.90 28.78 23.75 28.45 31.65 29.36
Net Return with Government Payments 85.51 (2.47) 146.57 51.38 | (21.02) | 107.23
Net Return Per Acre (owned)
Net Per Acre (Owned)
Year Gr. Return T.Costs Net Return
1996 $227 $177 $50 $80
1997  $255 $187  $68 10 year average net £70 _
1998  $221 $188  $33 return/acre of soybeans $60 M _
1999 $222 $173  $49 $47 + $22 government $50 - —
2000  $212 $178  $34 payment = $69/acre $40 - i
2001 $208 $183  $25 Acres required to net $30 1 i
2002 $230 $168 $62 $50,000 = 725 acres $20 1 i
10 A
2003 $236 $182 $54 $$O
2004 216 180 36
X X X LSS S S
2005 $257 $198 $59 A I S 2N O R ¢

11




. OWNED RENTED
Sp”ng Wheat -2005 Average Low High Average Low High
MnSCU West Central FBM 2005 63 11 13 147 29 39
Acres 78.15 109.53 60.93 93.73 109.26 77.90
Yield per Acre 44.87 37.30 51.73 47.75 41.23 53.09
Operations Share of Yield % 100 100 100 100 100 100
Value per Unit 3.67 3.46 3.83 3.66 3.48 3.79
Crop Product Return per Acre 164.66 129.09 198.31 174.67 143.41 201.16
Miscellaneous Income per Acre 13.88 31.80 19.74 6.49 5.97 12.91
Gross Return per Acre 178.54 160.89 218.05 181.16 149.37 214.07
Direct Expense per Acre
Seed 15.55 18.53 12.39 13.61 16.14 11.49
Fertilizer 40.26 41.64 38.07 40.79 42.51 38.40
Chemicals 10.95 11.54 9.57 13.26 14.30 11.34
Crop Insurance 7.26 10.93 6.11 5.42 5.95 5.69
Fuel and Ol 12.47 10.30 9.42 11.78 13.27 12.29
Repairs 15.93 13.19 14.23 13.32 14.41 12.86
Custom Hire 3.23 4.50 3.44 4.22 6.24 4.01
Hired Labor 4.50 18.38 0.00 0.58 1.74 0.00
Hauling and Trucking 0.36 0.07 1.21 0.16 0.00 0.65
Land Rent - - - 65.44 69.04 59.95
Operating Interest 4.19 3.00 5.11 3.57 4.46 2.68
Miscellaneous 0.86 1.18 0.25 0.38 0.71 0.58
Total Direct Expense 115.57 133.27 99.80 172.53 188.78 159.95
Return over Direct Expense 62.97 27.62 118.25 8.63 (39.41) 54.12
Overhead Costs per Acre
Custom Hire 1.37 0.01 3.83 0.97 0.80 151
Hired Labor 1.67 0.36 2.15 2.79 3.59 2.77
Machinery & Building Leases 1.68 3.48 1.73 2.70 3.05 3.34
Real Estate Taxes 8.19 7.48 7.76 - - -
Farm Insurance 3.71 2.87 2.38 2.65 3.03 3.01
Utilities 1.88 1.86 142 171 1.56 197
Dues & Professional Fees 0.81 1.12 0.65 1.09 0.89 0.77
Interest: 28.24 33.32 21.84 3.24 3.54 5.19
Mach & Bldg Depreciation 13.45 8.26 1151 11.19 7.15 17.06
Miscellaneous 3.59 2.35 2.14 2.25 3.44 2.18
Total Overhead Expenses 64.59 61.12 55.40 28.59 27.03 37.81
Total Expenses 180.17 194.39 155.19 201.12 215.81 197.77
Net Return per Acre (1.63) (33.50) 62.86 (19.96) (66.44) 16.31
Direct Expense per unit 2.58 3.57 1.93 3.61 4.58 3.01
Total Expense per unit 4.02 5.21 3.00 4.21 5.23 3.72
Net Return per unit (0.04) (0.90) 1.22 (0.42) (1.61) 0.31
Break Even Yield per Acre 49.09 46.18 40.52 54.95 62.01 52.18
Estimated Labor Hours per Acre 1.84 1.60 1.78 1.58 1.70 1.67
Labor & Mgmt Charge per Acre 17.19 14.38 12.57 15.62 17.33 14.71
Net Return over Labor & Mgmt 6.55 (23.09) 75.98 (9.68) (60.60) 30.92
Government Payments per Acre 25.37 24.79 25.69 25.90 23.17 29.32
Net Return with Government Payments 23.74 (8.71) 88.55 5.94 | 43.27) | 45.63
Net Return Per Acre (owned) Net Per Acre (owned)
Year Gr. Return T.Costs Net Return
1996 $229 $152 $77 10 year average net $100
1997 $149 $152  (%3) return/acre of wheat: $80 | _ N
1098 S8 me2 - ($19) $21 + $22 government
1999  $137 $150  ($13) payment = $43/acre $60 1
2000 $112 $125  (813) Acres required to net $40 -
2001 $176 $163 $13 —
2002 $164 $140 $24 $50,000=1163 Acres $20 1 —’“
2003 $228 $145 $84 $0 = @ EI ‘ 5 I:I e
© N~ O 4 N o™ o]
2004  $221 $160  $61 20 133 S g8 8 g 8
2005 $179 $180 ($1)
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OWNED RENTED

Alfalfa Hay — 2005 Average Low High Average Low High
MnSCU West Central FBM 2005 107 23 22 87 15 16
Acres 48.42 35.75 52.01 49.86 45.83 48.56
Yield per Acre (ton) 4.06 2.53 5.37 4.05 2.77 5.35
Operations Share of Yield % 100 100 100 100 100 100
Value per Ton 92.15 79.12 103.15 85.86 63.77 98.14
Crop Product Return per Acre 374.10 200.08 553.84 347.56 176.80 525.32
Miscellaneous Income per Acre 0.74 2.66 1.45 0.79 0.00 0.00
Gross Return per Acre 374.84 202.73 555.29 348.35 176.80 525.32
Direct Expense per Acre

Fertilizer 21.71 24.10 24.15 27.41 14.59 30.22

Chemicals 2.82 0.11 4.18 3.06 1.30 4.68

Crop Insurance 2.01 2.38 1.25 1.58 0.50 0.90

Fuel and Ol 27.12 30.34 28.49 24.33 26.26 24.03

Repairs 35.24 43.70 31.59 30.08 26.29 25.76

Custom Hire 11.27 8.72 8.65 5.65 11.75 2.62

Hired Labor - - - 0.87 0.18 0.00

Land Rent - - - 70.30 62.98 76.91

Machinery Leases - - - 0.66 0.22 0.00

Operating Interest 3.75 457 3.11 5.53 13.12 1.97

Miscellaneous 3.09 2.32 0.66 4.81 0.29 1.23
Total Direct Expense 107.01 116.25 102.09 174.27 157.49 168.32
Return over Direct Expense 267.83 86.49 453.20 174.08 19.31 357.01
Overhead Costs per Acre

Custom Hire 5.75 0.45 22.95 1.98 1.75 1.74

Hired Labor 15.52 12.53 22.48 10.93 5.58 12.93

Machinery Leases 3.28 8.90 2.40 3.87 5.25 0.94

Building Leases 0.35 0.69 0.88 1.31 0.00 2.13

Real Estate Taxes 7.13 7.72 6.90 - - -

Farm Insurance 5.66 6.51 4.73 4.39 4.13 2.94

Utilities 4.18 3.66 3.08 291 2.46 2.64

Dues & Professional Fees 1.36 0.83 3.11 2.33 4.57 0.82

Interest 41.85 39.53 44.10 6.11 5.74 8.16

Mach & Bldg Depreciation 41.15 56.63 38.72 29.31 18.11 38.92

Miscellaneous 4.98 3.88 4.61 4.21 5.05 2.62
Total Overhead Expenses 131.20 141.33 153.95 67.35 52.63 73.84
Total Expenses 238.20 257.57 256.04 241.62 210.12 242.15
Net Return per Acre 136.64 (54.84) 299.25 106.73 (33.32) 283.17
Direct Expense per ton 26.36 45.97 19.01 43.05 56.80 31.45
Total Expense per ton 58.68 101.85 47.69 59.69 75.78 4524
Net Return per ton 33.66 (21.68) 55.73 26.35 (12.03) 52.93
Break Even Yield per Acre 2.58 3.26 2.48 2.81 3.29 2.47
Estimated Labor Hours per Acre 4.72 4.66 4.35 4.45 2.89 5.49
Labor & Mgmt Charge per Acre 31.14 33.69 26.26 32.12 27.77 27.19
Net Return over Labor & Mgmt 133.40 (61.48) 305.39 108.17 (19.66) 283.63
Government Payments per Acre 27.90 27.05 32.40 33.56 41.43 27.65
Net Return with Government Payments 164.54 (27.79) 331.65 140.29 | 8.11 | 310.82

Net Return Per Acre (owned)
Net Per Acre (Owned)
Year Gr.Return T.Costs Net Return
1996 $255 $176 $79 10 year average net $200 -
1997 $316 $192 $124 i $180
return/acre of alfalfa: $160 —

1998 $324 $203 $121 $119+$15 rmment $140 4

1999 $311 $211 $100 gove € $120 A

2000 $285 $201  $84 payment = $134/acre $100

2001 $285 207 78 Acres required to net $80 — —

2002 $357 $194  $163 $50,000 = 373 acre :28 |

2003 $314 $200 $114 $20 -

2004 41 221 1 $0 ' —— ——

oo $ 588888888

- - - - N N N N N N
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Dairy Cow Enterprise -2005 .
MN AVG—Per Cow 560 Farms Average| 112 Farms Low 112 Farms High
Quantity Per Cow Quantity Per Cow Quantity Per Cow
Milk Sold 20582.90 3231.67 16889.05 2595.22 23387.7 3699.33
Milk Used in the Home 7.82 1.44 11.30 2.18 7.08 70.9
Milk fed to animals 61.30 8.50 89.76 10.66 34.85 944.
Dairy Calves Sold 0.22 53.93 0.12 21.01 0.29 82.40
Transferred Out 0.66 123.00 0.61 85.96 0.69 137.54
Cull Sales 0.26 156.47 0.25 144.56 0.27 173.88
Butchered 0.01 3.11 0.01 4.96 0.00 1.46
Less Livestock Purchased (0.07) (118.08) (0.14) 0P (0.04) (67.20)
Less Livestock Transferred In (0.31) (406.53) (9.28 (345.10) (0.35) (419.04)
Inventory Change 0.05 112.98 0.05 107.40 0.04 B19.9
Total Production 3166.51 2406.65 3734.20
Other Income 4.07 3.90 7.12
Total Return 3170.57 2410.55 3741.32
Direct Costs
Corn (Ib.) 71.94 136.70 69.31 136.23 75.29 141.48
Corn Silage (Ib.) 14982.86 141.57 15144.84 146.33 5620.32 138.18
Hay, Alfalfa (Ib.) 3228.16 139.68 4892.48 175.62 5239 104.93
Haylage, Alfalfa (Ib.) 5214.30 111.05 4579.99 98.84 6307.38 134.63
Complete Ration (Ib.) 1515.19 155.96 1300.50 147.28 2456.71 213.72
Protein Vit Minerals (Ib.) 2929.63 386.71 2085.69 0635 2966.13 357.17
Other feed stuffs 60.38 72.68 57.16
Total Feed 1132.05 1083.73 1147.27
Breeding fees 36.03 28.94 39.49
Veterinary 107.20 94.50 116.79
BST 29.33 15.74 38.62
Livestock Supplies 114.02 128.26 95.52
DHIA 15.27 12.81 16.03
Contract production exp. 5.12 29.59 0.66
Fuel & Oil 60.54 51.85 66.84
Repairs 118.73 104.99 134.13
Custom Hire 22.62 31.33 22.57
Hauling and Trucking 37.64 38.80 41.92
Marketing 39.85 48.91 39.25
Bedding 42.79 32.47 46.82
Operating interest 15.92 24.90 11.38
Total Direct Costs 1793.69 1850.01 1817.31
Return to Direct Costs 1376.89 560.54 1924.01
Overhead Costs
Custom Hire 20.77 7.45 26.10
Hired Labor 258.68 200.86 334.07
Machinery & Bldg. Leases 38.62 21.04 43.99
Farm Insurance 34.72 29.53 37.27
Utilities 66.01 66.58 66.52
Interest 109.06 109.46 102.84
Mach & Bldg Depreciation 132.75 92.27 147.14
Miscellaneous 52.38 51.77 54.85
Total Overhead Costs 696.38 455.79 812.77
Total Costs 2490.07 2305.79 2630.08
Net Return 680.51 104.75 1111.24
Est. Labor Hours per Unit 40.53 38.92 42.20
Lab